There is, I think, a fundamental difference in the attitudes that architecture and sociology take towards people. Sociology has always been, in the main, the sociology of the underdog.^Why do some groups stay at the bottom of the social ladder? What prevents some from succeeding? Why is wealth unequally distributed? Architecture, on the other hand, has always been the architecture of the heroic. I always found that The Fountainhead got a rousing reception from my architecture students. Those buildings we call "architecture" are invariably buildings of power and taste made for people of power and taste; their creators, the great architects, striding like colossi through the history books, fighting to actualize their singular visions.
Another part of the problem is that many people have difficulty seeing sociological problems really as problems. One of the questions I tried to answer in my book was why some architects are successful and others are not. Initially, one has to dissect the term "successful" and understand that there are two different ways to interpret it (Fig. 1 ). One of them is achieving a high position in professional and economic power structures. Such people have high "temporal capital," in the sociological jargon. Undoubtedly, attaining high office in the American Institute of Architects or running the largest firm in the country would count as outstanding success. In these terms, Frank Lloyd Wright was not at all successful; he did achieve success, however, in what we could call an "intellectual," non-economically-based sense. These two forms of success are quite distinct. It is actually quite uncommon for individuals to achieve both. Most people would explain an architect's success in the Wrightian sense as a result of "talent"; a few others might also add "opportunity." However, these factors fail to explain several empirical facts about the ' I do have a degree in architecture, but to these critics it seems that only practicing architects can produce a description of the field.
Garry Stevens Subordinates
Intellectual capital -f Fig. 1 The forms of capital in the architectural field, defining its social space. 55 profession. Statistical data shows, for example, that architects, as well as other visual artists, are drawn from the upper strata of society; in fact, the higher the stratum of origin, the greater the chances of success. Typical occupations for children from lower middle-class families include nursing, the police, teaching, and accountancybut not architecture.
Why should class be so important for a career in architecture? Partly because of the fact that a high class origin gives aspirants access to the "right" kind of people. The sociological term for this is "social capital."
The talented must have the opportunity to show their talent, and this cannot be done without financing, since architecture requires for its actualization resources vastly greater than probably any other art. But there are other, more readily obtained resources that can be leveraged from social capital. Knowing the gatekeepers of the great galleries and museums, working with a famous architect, or coming to the attention of the right journal editor can lead to exhibitions of drawings, to monographs published in periodicals, or to an article or two. Those who run the museums and galleries cannot provide you with the money to build, but they can display your unbuilt work to the world, which will in turn lead to commissions.
We should consider what architecture schools do. Apart from teaching skills and providing knowledge, they provide the social induction that the young architect-to-be must have. Every profession inculcates a value system into its students, although most of these values remain obscured and unsaid. The diploma the students receive after so many years not only certifies that they have certain skills, but that they possess a general level of culture. Ways of acting, of talking, of dressing; attitudes, dispositions, and tastes must all be instilled. The student must learn all the cultural aspects of what it is to be an architect, what books should be read, which films should be seen. More than in many other jobs, success in architecture relies less in "knowing" and more in "being." In a sense, architects are acculturated through personal interactions with those whom they wish to become. Hence the longevity of the studio system in architectural education, so different from the impersonal lecture rooms of the other disciplines. Hence, also, the absence of long-distance or correspondence education in architecture. You won't find architectural design in the Open University's curricula (architectural history-yes, design-no).
These operations have often been referred to as the "hidden" curriculum, but this terms implies that someone is actively hiding something. I don't think this is true. Teachers teach in the best of faith. The fact that, apart from skills, they also teach what is a veritable way of life -I have often heard architecture described as a "calling"is a process that occurs beneath the consciousness of the individuals involved in it. No one asks that the student acquire all the tacit and unsaid cultural qualities that are part of the architectural role, but all the subtle pressures of teachers' expectations and those of fellow students gently push the individual onto the right paths.
Most powerful social forces operate in a covert way. The French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, upon whose work my analysis is based, ascribes their power to two attributes that he calls "naturality" and "misrecognition."3 By the term "naturality," he refers to the fact that many processes are taken to be simply the natural order of things. They are accepted without question as the perfectly natural way of doing things.
Alternatives are never thought about because the rightness of the social world is taken as self-evident. Of course the studio system is the heart of architectural education. How else could you teach design?
That's just the way things are. Of course the great architects are persons of taste and discernment. How could it be otherwise? On the other hand, Bourdieu calls "misrecognition" the fact that the social forces bearing upon each of us are misperceived. Typically, these forces are misperceived as perfectly legitimate demands imposed upon us. For example, in the formative years, the life of the architecture student is a notoriously sleepless one. Indeed, students will boast of the long nights they have spent at the drawing board. Later on, as practitioners, many architects decide that one way to get ahead is to become active in their local professional associations. But no one explicitly demands any of these things: they are self-imposed requirements, and it is self-imposition that makes them so potent. This explains why the sociologist faces quite a struggle when trying to render visible these hidden social forces to those who are directly affected by them.
There is a further complication, though. Sociological work often threatens vested interests inside the discourse and the profession of architecture. One of the directions my research suggests, for example, is that architecture should leave the universities and return to some sort of structured apprenticeship system. However, this is unlikely to be accepted by either academics or practitioners, who naturally prefer to see the cost of training borne by others. It is so often in the interests of powerful players for the "invisible" to remain that way. Acting in the best of faith, they nonetheless disguise, to themselves as to others, their self-interest as disinterest; they do not admit that there is something to be revealed but say instead that there is nothing to be seen.^D iscussions of these concepts can found in P. Bourdieu, Sociology in Question (London: Sage, 1993) .
